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Executive Summary

The Virginia Department of Transpontation (VDOT) is considering ways 1o reduce congestion on
the Capital Beltway in Virginia between the Potomac River and [-395. In a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement issued in May 2002, the proposed build alternatives include three high-
ﬂ-cCupancy vehicle (HOV) S)r;stem alternatives and one alternative that would .upgrﬁdt and
improve several interchanges along the corridor.' Since that time, VDOT has received an
altermative proposal from Fluor Daniel, a private engineering and construction company, under
Virginia's Public-Private Transportation Act (PPTA). Fluor Daniel proposes to construct four
high-occupancy/toll (HOT) lanes on the Beltway.

HOT lanes are a relatively new concept, first proposed in 1993 by the Reason Institute and
currently operating in four locations in California and Texas. HOT lanes function the same as
HOV lanes, with one important difference: HOT lanes allow single occupant vehicles (SOV) 1o
utilize, for a fee, the lanes typically reserved for HOVs. Emergency vehicles, transit vehicles.
and HOV's are allowed to enter for free or at a discounted rate. To keep the HOT lanes from
becoming congested, the access fee vanes depending on demand.

This paper briefly describes the HOT lane concept, explains some of the advantages and
disadvantages of the concept. and gives an overview of the Fluor Daniel proposal.

Introduction

There is little doubt that congestion on the Capital Beltway in Virginia has become so bad as to
degrade quality of life for motonists, negatively effect air and water quality. and result in many
millions of wasted hours as commuters and other motorists spend ever more time getting to their
destinations. The question remains as 10 what should be done.

As there are essentially rwo ways to reduce congestion. there are essentially two sides to the
debate about solutions for the Beltway. Congestion results when demand for a particular
roadway is higher than the capacity of the roadway to efficiently carry traffic. One way to
reduce congestion is to increase capacity. which means adding more lanes. Despite a long list of
associated problems with this solution. it is often trumpeted as the only way that congestion on
the Beltway will be solved.

However. another method for reducing congestion is to decrease demand. This can be
accomplished by giving motorists alternatives to using the automobile—including mass transit
and safe pedestrian and bicycle facilities— and encouraging higher-density residential
development near jobs and mass transit.

Decreasing demand may also be accomplished through pricing mechanisms. Congestion pricing.
which has been successfully employed in London, is designed to reduce congestion by reducing

' see Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Admimstration. "Draft Environmenal Impact Statement Secuo
4N Evaluation ™ March 2002,



demand during times of the day when it-is highest by charging a prem;urn to use a particutar

roadway. Congestion pricing typically charges sl mad users and the price of access varies
depending on the time of day.

A second pricing mechanism is value pricing, which charges users who choose to access a
particular, exclusive portion of an otherwise free facility, but does nol charge all roadway users.
HOT lanes employ such a concept.

HOT Lanu

HD] iane:s are g mz:-d:ﬁcaunn ﬁf h:ghmcupancy *'-Elu(: e {HDV} lanes.? HDV la.nes‘ operating
on many highways and roads across the US, allow vehicles carrying a minimum number of
passengers (usually 2 or 3) to access an exclusive travel lane, which tends to be relatively free of
raffic and therefore allows for fasier movement and shorter travel times. HOV lanes are an
attempt to offer commuters and other travelers an incentive to carpool or use public
ransportation. The functionality and efficiency of the HOV lane system has been challenped,
however, and a decrease in the percentage of carpooling to work in the U.S.—from 16% in the

. 19805 10 9% today— iliustrates problems with the HOV concept. Many HOV lanes carry fewer

vehicles than they were designed for, and the HOT lane concept attempts to utilize the unusad
HOV lane capacity.

HOT lanes ailow SOVs to access, for a price, the HOV lane systern. HOVs, emergency vehicles,
-and transit vehicles may enter free of charge or at a discounted rate. Taolls are collected using
Electronic Toll Collection (ETC) or similar technology. HOT lanes employ the concept of value
pricing, which offers an alternative to drivers who are willing to pay a fee to avoid highway
congestion. This is different than congestion pricing, which charges all drivers who use a
highway or road a fluctuating toil based on the level of congestion or time of day. Congestion

pricing is designed to eliminate congestion or spread it out 50 that people choose to travel when
demand is lower.

Freeway lanes are designed to carry 1,500 1o 1,800 vehicles per hour to achieve the greatest
halance berween capacity and freedom of movement. An HOV lane operating below this figure
has extra capacity, which can be sold. To be effective, however, HOT lanes must maintain a
smonther flow and faster speeds than the non-express lanes, or there will be no incentive te pay
to use them. The number of avtomobiles that access the HOT lanes must remain below the 1,500
to 1,800 vehicles per hour threshold, soe HOT Jane tells are variable. When there is maximum
demand-—during rush-hour peaks—the higher price discourages manv people from using the
lanes; when demand is lowest, the price is fowest.

HOT lanes are currently under study, proposed, approved or operating in 22 citics and regions
across the United States. HOT lanes are operating in Orange County, CA (SR 91), San Diego.
CA (1-15}, and Harris Counry, TX (Katy Freeway and US-260). The “SR 91 Express Lanes,”
located in Orange County, are similar m the facility proposed for the Capital Beltway. A private
consortium financed, built and operated”’ a four-lane, | 9-mile HOT facility, constructed parallel
10 the existing highway. Access tolls vary from $0.75 to $4.75. and are withdrawn from a

* For an extensive averview of HOT lanes and their polential applicability, refer to the FHWA document. ~ A Guide for
HOT Lane Development.” Availeble online: hoporwrans itsdocs, thwa dot go v JRODOCSREPTS _TE 1 3668 hunl.
* The Crange Counry Transporwation Authority purchased the lanes i January 2003,



Capital Beltway Propossl

The Capital Beltway is a 64-mile circumferenial highway that carries traffic around
Washington, DC, and is located in both Virginia and Maryland. Completed in 1964, the Beltway
Row carries almost 11 percent of all daily trips made in the region. and carries more traffic than
any other road in Virginia. The Virginia Departiment of Transportation (VDOT) is presently
Proposing improvements on a 14-mile portion of the Beltway in Virginia. from the Potomag
River to Interstate 395. A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DE1S), released in March
. 2002, puglines a number. of teasons such improvements are needed, including: “io-atleviate safely - -
and operational concerns, provide road design features consistent with current standards. add

capactty for congestion relief, enhance transportation system linkage, and fulfilt goals of local
and regional plans.™”

The DEIS released by VDOT proposes three primary build alternatives for this portion of the
Capital Beltway, all of which primarily consider High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, and all
of which include adding additional lanes to the existing eight-lane ¢orridor. The Concurrent
HOV alternative would add one HOV lane in cach direction: the Express/T.ocal with HOV
alternative would add one HOV lane in each direction. and would reconfigure the Beltway to
accomodate long and short rips, by piving drivers the alternative to use Jocal lanes or express
lanes, which will be barrier seperated; the Barrier-Seperated HOV alternative would add two

barrier-separated HOV lanes in each direction, bringing the total width uf the Beltway to 12
lanes.

The Fluor Daniel Proposal for the Beltway

Fluor Daniel, an intemnationa) engineering, procurement, and construction company. his
submitied a proposal® to the Virginia Department of Transportation (YDOT) under the Public-
Private Transponiation Act (PPTAY of 1995 Ag stated by Fluor Daniel, “The averall goat of
this proposal is 1o widen the 8-lane Capital Beltway by 4 new lanes for approximaltely 14 miles

 from the American Legion Bridge to the Springfield Interchange at 1-395." The new lanes will
be HOT lanes, which would be accessible at the beginning and end of the tanes themselves. and
at five intermediate access/egress points along the length of the corridor. Qualifving carpools,
buses, and emergency vehicles would be given free access 1o the lanes.

Fluor Daniel recently opened the Pocahontas Parkway (Route 895} in Richmond?®. the first
praject buill under the PPTA. The Parkway, which connects Interstate 95 to 1-295 south of
Richmond. has carried far less than the projected number of vehicles. and has fallen well short of
revenue estimates, Over 20,000 vehicles per day were expected 1o pay the tell. but during the six
month pericd. from February 3-to August 3, it carried an average of only 12 500 vehicles per
day. In late 2002, Fluor Daniel was placed on a “ratings watch negative™ status by Fitch Ratings.
one of three major bond ratings agencies. This indicates to investors that “'putting money in the

i g, pp. 1-1.

see WD www virginindol. org/business/ppta-de fault asp, ;
" For legislative text, 1ee hepitfleg ! statc. va.uv/cgi-bin/lcgpsid exe 1000 | cod - TOC 5600000002 200000000600, For
PPTA guidchines, see bupiwww, virginiad ot org/business/resources PPT A-overview pdf.
M goe hrmpfwww virginiadot org/business'resources PP T A-overview. pdi.



as an example of HOT lanes paying for transit. The San Diego program is much differcnt that
what is being proposed on the Beltway, however. A public agency completed that project with
federal doflars, and it was a conversion of HOV lanes to HOT lanes, which is much less
expensive than constructing new lanes. The result was significantly more funds available for
transit than should be expected on the Beltway project.

Furthermore, it ts unclear how buses would zecess HOT lanes, or how riders would access the
bus. If only three locations will have an onfoff ramp directly o the HOT lanes, buses will
otherwise be forced to cross four congested lanes of waffic to get to the HOT lanes, making

express bus service impractical. It is alsa unclear where the stops wauld be lozated, andif they - -

are adjacent to the Beltway, how they would be accessed.

* Corporate Welfare?—For good reason, HOT lanes are favored by design, engineering, and
construction firms that are in the road building business. In a discussion about HOT lanes held
A George Masen University on DATE, Rick Volk, Vice President of Koch Performance Roads.
acknowledge that reduced government revenues available for road projects has resulted in less

work for firms such as his. He sees HOT lanes as an opportunity to raise the funds NECessary (o
build new roads and expand existing roads.

The problem is what the private companies may want in exchange for building HOT lanes.
Expect private corporations to-ask for one or more of the following:

= Tax-exempt financing (ie. free money to build a product from which they will derive profit)
* Credit enhancement from state and local governments—This is required so more bonds ean
be sold at 2 better interest rate than the private company could accomplish on its own. This
takes away from the govemmeni’s ability to raise funds for other projects, and increases its
financial liability should the projest fail.

+ Government condemnation—A private party cannol condemn another private parties
property and take it for their own, but the government is allowed to force an owmer to sell if
it serves the public good, so long as it provides adequate compensation. [f the govemment
does this in the favor of a private company, even it is deemed to be in the public interest. this
18 u guestionable use of the condemnation power.

* Third-party liability—Govemments are protected in the level liability they can be farced to
pay tf they are sucd, and private companies would like to be extended the same protection
when they are doing a project in association with a govermment agency.

The Virginia Public Private Transportation Act (PPTA) comtains provisions that make just such
actions possible for the benefit of the private facilities owner or operator. For example, the
PFTA atlows a public entity to convey a property interest ta the privale operator if' it is
determined that so doing will satisfy the public interest.’? 1n addition. the PPTA aliows a public
ageney to enter into grant or loan agreement with the private entity responsible for acquisition,
construction, improvemem, maintenance and/or operation of a transportation faciliey.™ Finally.
the PPTA contains provisions that allow & public entity, at the request of the private operator, to
exercise its power of condemnation for the use by the private entity in a transponiation project, N
and stipulates that eny such condemnation proceeding must be paid for by the private operator.

= Code of Virginia, §56-564.
' Code of Virginia, §56-568(C) and §56-568(D).
" Code of Virginia, §56-569,



case in Orange County. Califomia. When the State approved the OCTA to purchase the lanes
from the private owner, it stipulated that any tolls must be removed ence the bond issue is repaid.
Londer such a plan, HOT [anes are nothing more than a funding mechanism for highway
expanston. and not an opporfunity to offer transportation choice on the nation’s highways,

* Nen-Express Conditions—HOT lane proponents claim that instaliation of HOT lanes
improves driving conditions for everyone, whether they pay to use the express lanes or drive for
tree in the non-express lanes, HOT lanes, it is argued, will draw cars out of the non-express
lanes. therehy reducing their level of congestion. The problem is that new highway capacity

. brings more raffic. Edward Sullivan, a researcher a1 Cal Poly, analyzed dats fram the SR .. .. .

Express Lanes in Orange County, and found that total waffic increased by 32,600 ¢ars (14%) in
the first year of operation of the HOT lanes. Much of this increase (60%) is antributed 1o induced
raffic. The cxyress lanes did not absorb all of this increase, so more cars were using the non-
express lanes.'

Suilivan also found that despite the massive increase in traffic on SR 91, there was 2 reduction in
the amount of time drivers were stuck in traffic. This henefit did not last for very long. however,
Cne way 1o consider whether HOT lanes benefit non-express drivers is by locking at the tune
saved by using the express lanes. In June 1997, an eastbound driver usintg the SR 91 Express
I.anes at 5:00 p.m. saved approximately 12 minutes; in June 1998 that same driver saved 18
minuies, and in June 1999 saved nearly 30 minutes.”® This clearly illustrates 8 worsening of
conditions in the non-express lanes. While the HOT lanes are priced to keep traffic moving. the
non-express lanes will quickly face inerrasing congestion. In the years following the
construction of the SR 91 Express Lanes in Omnge County. CA., the commute on the non-
express lanes deteriorated into one of the worst in the state.

* Equity—Cne of the most frequent eriticisms of HOT lanes is that thes are “Lexus Lanes.”
reserved for upper income individuals who can afford to access them. Proponents counter with
the argument that even those at Jower income levels occasionally have a need to get somewhere
muore quickly, and that at times it is cconomically beneficial for them to pay W use the HOT
lanes. And although it is true that less than 50% of SR 91 Express Lane riders use them 2 or

more times each week, there has alse been a drop of 15% in the number of people that earn
$40.000-$60.00 per year.”!

As highway traffic increases over time, so will the demand for the HOT lanes. To keep the
tratfic flowing smoothly, HOT lanes must become more exclusive, which means charging more.
In Orange County. the access toll for the SR 81 Express Lancs increased four times in the first
few vears after they opened. and the provision allowing HOV's to ride free was eliminated in the
eastbound lanes between 4-6 pm. and they now pay 50% of the published fare.

* Do HOT Lanes Help Transit?>—HOT lanes are often touted as a transit-friendly solution 1o
highway congestion. The faster moving lanes make express bus service possible. and the toll
revenue wilt provide the funding. Proponents frequently use the San Diego HOT lanes program

1

* see hip' “ceenve calpoly adw/sullivan'srd i/ for links 16 bath of the reports produced by Fdward Sullivan.
*" £ dward Sullivan, “Continuation Study te Evaluate the npacts ofibe SR 91 Yalue-Priced Express Lanes
Final Report.” December 2000, pp 47-48. Available online:

“hitpeiceenve catpoly edu/sullivan/SRO | final_rpt/FinalRep 000 petf~

* thid, po 86



Route 28 interchanges, which is currently underway; and host of proiects tha are proposed or
presently under negotiation, '’

Concerns with HOT Lanes

"There are many questions surrounding the effectiveness and operability of HOT lanes, The

following are some important concerns that must be addressed before any decision is made about
HOT lanes on the Beltway.

. 2 More Capacity is No Cure—HOT Janes do nat require that new highway lanes be . . ...

constructed, as HOV or existing highway lanes can be converted for wss as HOT lanes.
Virginia’s Public Private Transportation Act (PPTA) does not allow for such conversions,
however, and stipulates that roils and user ¢harges may only be imposed if roadway capacity is
increased as the result of a particulsr project.

The Reltway proposat would result in construction of four new lanes. More highway capacity
results in more driving and encourages people to live farther from their workplace, which creates
sprawl. In addirion, studies have shown that simply adding more lanes does not solve
cangestion, because the new lanes fill np with traffic as more people switch to driving or change
their typical driving route. Research by the Surface Transportation Policy Project (STPP)
indicates that in areas in the US that have construcied the most roads have only been marginally
more suceessiul at slowing congestion growth.

In addition, STPP has developed a measure called the "Congestion Burden Index” (CBI) that
anempts fo quantify “the combined effect of congestion and the degree to which people are _
exposed 1o i1.” In other words, if an arca is highly congested but there are opportunities to avoid
the conpestion (busses or trains, For example), then that area will rank better on the CBI than
areas that are congested but offer commuters litile choice other than to drive, Although the
metropolitan Washington, DC area ranks fourth in terms of overall congestion, it ranks only 31*
according to the CBI, largelv because nearly 500,00¢ commuters do not drive to work, which
represents greater than 23 percent of the workforee, An increase in the number of non-
automaobile opitons represents, in a very real way, & decrease in the overall effect of congestion
on commuters. Although STPP does not analyze specific corridors in a given region or area, it is
safe 10 assume that the CBl in the Beltway corridor, which lacks rail and bus service, will be
much higher than in other areas of the metro- Washington area that have rail and bus service.
The solution, then. is not more highway capacity but more transportation options.'*

* HOT Lanes Do Not Represent Choice—While it is true that HOT lanes offer drivers the
option to travel in less congested lanes, they do not offer them the opportunity not to drive at all.
Real transpontation choice is enhanced when travelers may choose between a variety of modes.
HOT lanes may provide funding and means for enhanced tansit service, but this is far from a
guarantee (see sections below). Anather important consideration in this regard is that HOT lanes
can be convened 1o general purpose lanes in the future. Once the tolic on the HOT lanes have
paid the bond issued to pay for the project, the tolls may be discomtinued. This is currently the

"' The Virginia Department of Transporiation maintains an extensive website about the PPTA and projects under this
tegisiation: <hitp.‘www, virginiadot org/businessy/ppta-defauit.asp>

* see “Ensing the Burden: A Companion Analysia of the Texas Transportation tnsrituie"s Congestion Study,” May 2001 .
Available online: <http:/fwww tansart arg/reportasp?id=] 85>



Virginia'’s Pubtic Private Transportation Act

A public-private parinership is generally 2 contractual agreement between a public agency
(federal, state, or local) and a private, for-profit corporation, with the purpose of delivering a
service or facility for use by the general public. In addition to sharing resources, the public
agency and the private corporation also share in the potential risks and roewards of deltvery of the
service ar facility. Such agreements are used in a variety of areas, including wastewater
treatment, fransportation, urban development, and delivery of social services.

., There are deep philosophical differences between thase whao.support public-private partnerships
" ‘and those opposed to the concept. Supporters highlight the ability of private corporations to
provide the public with a high level of service in a cost-effective manner. Opponents fear that
the public will not be welt served by ceding control of projects to private corporations. there will
be 1#&5,5!1 project accountability, and private entities will sacrifice project quality to maximize
profir.

In 1995, the Virginia legislature passed the Public-Private Transportation Act (PPTAY, which
¢nables the Commonwealth of Virginia, qualifying local governments, and other political entities
10 enter int0 agreements with private parties 1o “acquire, construct. improve, maintain, and/or
opetate qualifying wransportation facilities.”'® The intent of this legislatior: is to filfill the public
need for improved transponation facilities in a more timely and cost efficient manner.!* and to
facilitate the pooling and funding mechanisms of the Intermodal Surface Transporiatian
Efficiency Act, the federal transportation funding legisiation.'* The PPTA contains provisions
for both solicited" and unsolicited™ private proposals, and spells out the conditions under which
a project may serve the necessary public purpose, including filling a transportation need,
compatibility with state transportation plan and local comprehensive l]:'lﬂms, an estimated cost that
is reasonable in relation to simitar facilities, and timely construction. '

il a private entity is chosen 1o deliver a transportation facility under the PPTA, the legislation
also requires that a detailed comprehensive agreement be signed between the responsibie public
agency and the private entity. This includes work agreements, user fees, loan agreements, the
duties of the facility operator, and, if user fees are to be charged, how excess earnings will be
distributed to State and local governments. ' :

There are currently a number of projects a various stages under the PPTA. These include the
Pocahontas Parkwsy in Richmond, which was complated in September 2002; improvements to

 see “Critical Choices: The Debate Over Public-Private Partnerships and Wha: i Means for Ametica’s Funure,” White
Paper, National Council for Public Private Partnerships. Available online: <hemp:tneppp.org/presskit/ 200 3whitepaper, pd|
¥ Code of Virginia, 8§56-556 1o 56-575. Availahle online: <http:flepl state va.usfegi-

binAegp30d exe MO0-+-cod+T OSSO0 2 (ORDO0OOINN 0=

" Public Private Transponation Act Guidelines, page 1, Apeil 2001, Awailable online:

<hirp! wowe virginadot org/bus imessresources PPT A overview pd >

' Code of Yirginia, §56-538(AY,

" Code of Virginia, $56-558{C).

" Code of Virginia, §56-560[ A},

" Code of Virginia, §56-3560[R).

" Code of Virginia, §56-560(C).

* Code of Virginia, §56-566,



prepaid account by a transponder when a vehicle enters the HOT lanes facility; HOV2+ vehicles
receive a 50% discount,

Gordon Fielding and Daniel Klein, writing for the Reason Institute, first proposed HOT lanes in
1993. They propose that HOT lanes are more efficient than HOV lanes and generate revenue for
new projects, but for Fielding and Klein, the greatest advantage of HOT lanes is that they
introduce the public to the idea of pay-for-service on the nation’s highways. Fielding and Klein
propose that charging for highway access is the only efficient method of relieving congestion,
which is only possible if official and public opinion toward pricing changes. They view HOT
lanes as a way to achieve wider acceptance for highway pri cing, and their ultimate aim is to
“eventually convert all highways to toll roads.*

Robert Poole and Kenneth Orski, also writing for the Reason Public Policy Institute. cite four
specific advantages of HOT Lanes:

l. By maximizing the utility of HOV lanes, installation of HOT lanes reduces
pressure to decommission the HOV lanes,

2. They reduce congestion in the non-HOT lanes

3. They generate revenue that can be used for other transportation projects

4. They offer a “premium travel option™ to solo drivers®

In 2003, Poole and Orski introduced a new concept that they call HOT networks, which is a
combination of the HOT lanes concept with Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), a special, high-frequency
bus service that runs on dedicated lanes. HOT networks would provide the faster moving lanes
for BRT (HOT lanes), but would also allow other vehicles (HOVs and paying SOVs) to access
those lanes. The HOT lanes would either be converted HOV lanes that are underutilized, or new
lanes built specifically as HOT lanes. Pool and Orski envision such a system in eight
metropolitan areas (Los Angeles, San Francisco, Washington, DC, Seattle, Houston, Dallas.
Atlanta, and Miami), and believe that much of the cost could be funded by bonds issued on the
revenue from the tolls. In the Washington area, they propose that all existing HOV lanes (on [-
95 South, 1-66, 1-270, Dulles Toll Road. and US 50) be converted to HOT lanes and new HOT

lanes constructed on the entire Capital Beltway, on I-95 North to Columbia. and on MD 210 and
Us1®

Ll
Environmental Defense (ED), a non-profit environmental group, also supports HOT lanes on the
Beltway, and has supporied previous projects as well (including the SR 91 Express Lanes). ED
cites faster congestion relief (ie. private companies will get the job done faster than the public
entities can); greater incentives to rideshare; revenue generation, which can be used for transit
services; greater access lo suburban jobs for low-income individuals; increased speeds in

adjacent lanes; and more efficient use of the transportation system as the important advantages of
HOT lanes.’

* “High Occupancy/Toll Lanes: Phasing in Congestion Pricing a Lane at a Time,” Reason Public Policy Institute Repon
Number 170, November 1993. Available online: hitp:/fwww.rppi.org/ransportation/ps 1 70.heml,

* “Building a case for HOT lanes: a new approach to reducing urban highway congestion,” Reason Public Policy Institun
Report Number 257. Available online: hrtp:/fwww.rppi.org/257 htm.

" “HOT Networks: A New Plan for Congestion Relief and Better Transit,” Reason Public Policy Institute Number 305.
February 2003. Available online: http://www.rppi.org/ps305.pdf.

" see hrp:/twww environmentaldefense.org.



preject may carry a greater risk on returns, ™ In addition, Fitch rated the bonds for the project at
BB8-minus, just above junk-bond starus.

This also underscores the financial risks the stale may face when it approves such projects. [fa
private company defaults on its responsibilities because of lower than projected income, the
State may be forced to take control of the facility. Philip Shucet, Commissioner of VIROT, has
acknowledged these concerns and suggested that financial plans for such projects be open 1o the

public.® Presently, this information i3 unavailable in the Fluor Daniel's proposal for the
Beltway. i 20 1

AT
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The most fundamental problem with the current proposal for HOT lanes on the Beltway is that it
would result in additional roadway capacity, which would mean more cars on the road. more
driving, dirtier air, and a host of other problems. In addition, tog many questions exist regarding
Fluor Daniels’ proposal. Instead of exploring ways to add capacity to the Beltway, VODOT and

the Commonwez|th Transportation Board should include a transit and Jand-use atwernative in the
Beltway EIS.

A full and complete analysis of the Beltway proposal is needed, and time allowed for a thorough
public debate. Some elected officials in Northern Virginia are ready to rush ahead with a
Bettway HOT lanes project.”’ but the public has not yet had the opportunity to leam about HOT
lanes or consider their advantapes and disadvantages. To this point, much of the discussion
about HOT lanes in the media has been short on details, but long en support for the Toncept.

Existing HOT Lane projects:

Slate Route 91 (SR 91} Express Lanes— Orappe County, Califarnia

The SR 91 Express Lanes are g 10-mile, four lane, HOT facility that were newly constructed paralte] 1o the existing
highway. Toll rates on the Express Lanes vary from $0.75 10 $4.75 by time of day and day of the week, and have
tnereased four times since the pew lanes opened in 1995 In addition, HOV 3+ vehicles, initially gramied free aocess
Lt the lanes, must now pay & discounted portion of the toll. Customers must have & prepaid account and
fransponder lo use the Express Lanes. The SR 9] Express Lane praject was awarded on 2 concession basis o g
private consortium, which financed., buili, and operaied the new lanes, using project revenues to FEpaY its debt and

derve prafit In April 2002 plans were Pul inta place 10 s¢ll the facility to-the Crange County Transportation
Authority (OCT )

1-'15 FasTrak — San Diego, California

Mhe 115 FasTrak inwvolved the conversion of an underutifized preexisting eight-mile 2-lane HOV Facility to a peak-
pened reversible HOT. The 1-15 FasTrak pregram allows single occupancy vehicles ia pav a toll ranging from
30.50 10 3400 10 use the HOT lanes normaily reserved for vehicles with two or more ocvupants. Customers must

™ “Risks Cuted on Bonds For Parioway: Traffic Levels on Pocahontas Below Forecast.” Richmond Times Dispacch.
November |1, 2002,

" Tall Road Could Prompt Changes; VDOT Learniny from Rowse 895 Richmond Times-Dispatch, Movember 20, 3002
"' “Time to fast-track HOT lanes on Beltway.” Northemn Virginia Journal, August 27, 2003,



-:'mreewn}' QuickRide - Harrls County, Te1as

ﬁ!ﬁ‘r}' HOV lane is & 11-mile, barrier-separated, reversible HOV lane located in the Meeway median. This
M5 ininially operated sl HO V2, but heavy use and increasing lane congestion resulted in iis conversion @
P This change, however, resulted in excess capacity on the facility during the peak pericds. A a result, the
R4l ide program was intreduced, allowing 2-passenger vehicles to access the facility during peak periods for a
E3Wiper trip toli, while HOV3+ vehicles continued to use the facility st no cost. Customers must have g

Bckl ide account, transponder, and windshreld tag to use the facility. SeRe e

D i vl
- Whediwest Freeway (LS, 280) QuickRide — Harris County, Tew *'f""/’—
‘eorthwest Freeway connects the northwest suburk: Liflsiin i downtewn, and has had a one-lzne,

- Favpi-ceparated, . [5.5 mile, reversible HOW G fr -3 aediam since 1988, In November 2000 the Morthwest

.. Fitemeay HOY lane was tonverzed o 1oo/F1re%, wid is Oporated in @ maroer similar to the Katy Freeway: The -
Wt QuickRide allows payi=y iwe-plus carpools to use the lane only in the moring peak when three-phus
GBREPAnCy requiremeate Tie in effect. From 6:45AM 1o B:00AM, when the facility serves inbound raffic. three-phis

“wpant vehlele may use the lane for free, but fwo-plus vehicles must pay $2.60 10 use the lane. HOV 3+ vehicles
Amermse the facility at no cost, while single-occupant vehicles are never aliowed on the QuickRide lane.

Mewopsis of HOT Lane projects:

::_ Orange County San Diego | Katy US 294 !
3 Length 10 miles B miles ! L3 mniles 13.5 miles

i ®umber of lanes i 2, teversible : 1, reversible t 1, reversible
I:_Type of [aciity new, median Y HOV ROV ”
: Cost Runpe . L7575 50.50-%4 .00 5200 for HOWV2 2.0 for HOVE

i BOY Concessions S0% off for HOV 2+ Free for HOVE+ Free for HOV3+ I Free fior HUV}‘:

Y Publie/Private Initially private ____Public | Public | Public
Brlected websites:

e wwa washinglenpesl comiac? wi-dy nlppacname=aniclednode=diconlentld= 44305 1200 e ES& nutFpund =teae | WE Anicle]

e _waw 9|eypresslanes comdeamabourys giprTm? (SR 91 Website)

; {Edward Sullivan's research cogasding SE 91 Express Lanes i Oreege County, CA)
B was Gl Thw g ot gox SPODOC S REPTS TI 13668 kaml (FHWA ~A Guide For FOT Lane Development™]

wws o prg 8T hemd & hop A rpod grg transpartgignpsd 70 md (Reasgn Public Folicy Inatiane)

o arehovyn sl imes s TR pom e -Bun Ldnip Jdn gl s grtes, digplyy Melug—talla] [apd Jane- 2ol ibg s {Seattle Times Actichey

M arye sandag vrg Gastrmh o gdfeved i qualt paf(Air quality study from San Diega HOT fanes)



